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Abstract

Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) com-
plements the knowledge of Large Language
Models (LLMs) by leveraging external informa-
tion to enhance response accuracy for queries.
This approach is widely applied in several fields
by taking its advantage of injecting the most up-
to-date information, and researchers are focus-
ing on understanding and improving this aspect
to unlock the full potential of RAG in such
high-stakes applications. However, despite
the potential of RAG to address these needs,
the mechanisms behind the confidence levels
of its outputs remain underexplored, although
the confidence of information is very critical
in some domains, such as finance, healthcare,
and medicine. Our study focuses the impact
of RAG on confidence within the medical do-
main under various configurations and mod-
els. We evaluate confidence by treating the
model’s predicted probability as its output and
calculating Expected Calibration Error (ECE)
and Adaptive Calibration Error (ACE) scores
based on the probabilities and accuracy. In
addition, we analyze whether the order of re-
trieved documents within prompts calibrates
the confidence. Our findings reveal large varia-
tion in confidence and accuracy depending on
the model, settings, and the format of input
prompts. These results underscore the neces-
sity of optimizing configurations based on the
specific model and conditions.1

1 Introduction

Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) (Lewis
et al., 2020) serves as a method to supple-
ment the knowledge of Large Language Models
(LLMs) (Achiam et al., 2023; Team et al., 2024;
Dubey et al., 2024). By leveraging external in-
formation, RAG enhances response accuracy and
alignment with queries, making it widely appli-

1The code is available at https://anonymized_for_
review.

Relevant documents:

{Documents}

Which of the following 

structures is derived from 

ectomesenchyme?

Choices
A: Motor neurons
B: Skeletal muscles
C: Melanocytes
D: Sweat

Answer: B -> C

Probability
w/o RAG
A: 0.04123
B: 0.8421
C: 0.11383
D: 0.04493

w/ RAG
A: 0.0024
B: 0.014933
C: 0.92317
D: 0.0031

Prompt

Does RAG 
affect 
Confidence 
Calibration?

LLMs

Figure 1: The focus of our research is to analyze whether
RAG improves the confidence of the model response.

cable in industries. Notable domains include fi-
nance (Yepes et al., 2024; Setty et al., 2024) and
healthcare (Xiong et al., 2024), where the confi-
dence of information is critical. Recently, it has
also been integrated into search engines to improve
user experience.

While researchers actively explore performance
improvements for LLMs using RAG, analyses fo-
cusing on the confidence of outputs remain limited,
as shown in Figure 1. Although RAG enhances an-
swer accuracy, it may also lead to overconfidence,
where models exhibit unwarranted self-assurance.
Our hypothesis is “retrieving documents to support
the correct answer through RAG enhance model
confidence.” Based on this hypothesis, we define
two research questions (RQs) to analyze the impact
into confidence under RAG. For RQ1, we focused
on the medical domain, employing multiple tasks
and datasets to serve as document stores (vector-
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store) and evaluating them with various models.
Moreover, we further validate the factors such as
the number of model parameters, the number of
retrieved documents (top-k), and the embedding
size during index creation affect performance. As
for RQ2, we analyzed how the placement of re-
trieved documents within a prompt influences the
relationship between confidence and accuracy, e.g.,
inserting documents before the question or after
the answer choices. This examination is inspired
by “Lost in the Middle” (Liu et al., 2024), a phe-
nomenon where models overlook the information
in the middle of long prompts. We further made
an analysis by systematically simulating diverse
scenarios under RAG through manipulating the
document content, such as including irrelevant doc-
uments or exclusively providing those directly re-
lated to the answer, to simulate diverse scenarios
RAG encounters.

The results on medical datasets of MedM-
CQA (Pal et al., 2022), MedQA (Jin et al., 2020),
PubMedQA, (Jin et al., 2019), and the medical
question part of MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021b,a)
revealed that variations in configuration, such as
the retriever model, the inference model, and other
conditions, have an impact on the confidence of the
output. Notably, we found instances where RAG in-
troduces noise, while reducing confidence on some
cases. This variation underscores that RAG can
lower both confidence and accuracy under certain
configurations. Additionally, the format of input
prompts influenced outputs, highlighting that the
optimal settings for confidence vary considerably
across models and configurations. From an ac-
curacy perspective, performance improved when
deliberately providing relevant documents as an-
swers but declined when inserting only irrelevant
documents. These findings indicate that careful
selection of documents is crucial for the confidence
of outputs, contradicting our initial hypothesis that
retrieving documents to support the correct answer.

2 Related Work

Research with Confidence Research on confi-
dence has been prevalent since before the era of
LLMs (Jiang et al., 2021) and continues to be ex-
tensively explored (Geng et al., 2024). Becker and
Soatto (2024) proposed a framework that measures
confidence by leveraging explanation-generating
text produced by LLMs. Zhao et al. (2021) identi-
fied the issue that few-shot prompting significantly

impacts model confidence and alters its inherent
performance, and they proposed methods to ad-
dress this problem. Confidence is also employed as
a technique to suppress hallucinations, where mod-
els generate false information (Zhang et al., 2023).
Cole et al. (2023) demonstrated that by utilizing
model confidence, it is possible to suppress outputs
for ambiguous questions. This finding suggests that
leveraging model confidence can improve perfor-
mance in ambiguous QA scenarios. Our study fo-
cuses on confidence in RAG and analyzes whether
the confidence of LLM outputs improves when
retrieving questions and related documents from
external sources.

Improving Performance with RAG Using Confi-
dence Recent advances in RAG have leveraged
model confidence (e.g., output probability) to op-
timize retrieval and generation processes. For
instance, Jiang et al. (2023) introduced FLARE,
which dynamically decides whether to retrieve
additional information based on token-level con-
fidence during generation, ensuring efficient re-
trieval by minimizing unnecessary searches. Sim-
ilarly, query rewriting techniques using reinforce-
ment learning (Ma et al., 2023) and strategies such
as Recitation-Augmented Generation (Sun et al.,
2023), which searches for text resembling hypo-
thetical answers, have shown promise in enhancing
retrieval accuracy. Moreover, recent studies like
Self-RAG (Asai et al., 2023) integrate retrieval into
the generation process itself. In many of these
approaches, confidence plays a crucial role either
in deciding when to retrieve or in re-ranking re-
trieved documents based on their relevance. How-
ever, these studies focus on improving RAG per-
formance without analyzing how confidence it-
self is influenced by the RAG. Specifically, while
confidence thresholds and re-ranking mechanisms
are employed to optimize retrieval and generation,
the underlying dynamics of confidence calibration
within the RAG pipeline remain underexplored.
Our study analyzes confidence calibration with and
without RAG to address this gap, verify the im-
plicit assumptions of prior works, and contribute to
a deeper understanding of confidence-based mech-
anisms in RAG.

3 Methods

Our study analyzes whether the confidence is cal-
ibrated through RAG by calculating the model’s
confidence from the probability predicted by the
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model. Each input is formatted by concatenating
a question prompt with its answer options (e.g., a
four-choice question) by following the design of
Medical Information Retrieval Augmented Gener-
ation Evaluation (MIRAGE) (Xiong et al., 2024).
For prompts, our study employs the prompt namely
“Prompt w/o RAG” in Table 2 when RAG is not
used, and the prompt called “Prompt w/ RAG” with
Pre-Question which means concatenating the doc-
ument before the question when RAG is applied
in RQ1. Directly generating the choice answer by
the model complicates evaluation, as differences in
reported metrics arise even under identical condi-
tions across studies (Xiong et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2023; Wu et al., 2024). In our study, we predict
the most plausible option from the given choices
as follows:

vi = logP (xi | prompt) (1)

P (xi) =
exp(vi)∑J
j=1 exp(vj)

, (2)

where vi represents the log probability correspond-
ing to each choice xi and the prompt refers to the
provided question or context. P (xi) denotes the
probability that the choice xi is the correct answer,
normalized by dividing the exponential of vi by the
sum of exponentials of all vj values, while J is the
number of options, which is 3 or 4 in this work.

Our study further analyzes the optimal position
for inserting documents retrieved via RAG into the
model input, as outlined in RQ2. Specifically, we
evaluate three insertion patterns: (Pre-Question, de-
note as Pre-Q) before the question, (After-Question,
denote as Aft-Q) between the question and the an-
swer choices, and (After-Choice, denote as Aft-C)
after the answer choices. Moreover, in order to fo-
cus on the impact of retrieved document positions,
we use documents that contain the correct answer
to the question. We follow the evaluation design of
the MedMCQA dataset which includes both ques-
tions and explanations, and validate our research
question under three scenarios: (1) inserting only
the explanation related to the answer (denote as
Ans1), (2) combining the correct explanation with
two irrelevant documents (denote as A1-O2), and
(3) inserting three irrelevant documents (denote as
Oth3). The irrelevant documents are derived from
unrelated questions and are carefully selected to
exclude any occurrence of the correct answer string
in their content.

Dataset Size Option Use

MedMCQA 4,183 4

RQ1
MedQA 1,273 4
MMLU 1,089 4

PubMedQA 500 3
MedMCQA (Extract) 2,206 4 RQ2

Table 1: Each QA dataset size. All datasets have been
filtered to include only those related to the medical do-
main. For MedMCQA, used in RQ2, only questions
that include explanation of the evidence are selected.
We described the details in Appendix A.1.

Configuration Parameter

Models
{Phi-3.5, PMC-LLaMA,
MEDTIRON, LLaMA2/3.1}

Retriever Models
{MedCPT, Contriever,

SPECTER, BM25}
Embedding Size {256, 512}

Top {1, 3}

Table 2: We analyze how the combination of models and
parameters, embedding sizes, the number of retrieved
documents, and retriever models affect confidence. The
confidence is calculated for all possible combinations
of these factors.

4 Experimental Setup

Datasets Our study focuses on the application
of RAG in the medical domain. Following the
experimental setup of MIRAGE (Xiong et al.,
2024), the QA datasets come from MedMCQA (Pal
et al., 2022), MedQA (Jin et al., 2020), Pub-
MedQA (Jin et al., 2019), and MMLU (Hendrycks
et al., 2021b,a) as shown in Table 1. For MMLU,
only questions related to the medical domain are
utilized. MedMCQA includes text supporting the
correct answer for each question, and thus, we use
the dataset to create pseudo-RAG by treating the
text as the correct documents when investigating
RQ2.

Inference Models We selected the following
models for evaluation: Phi-3.5 (3.8B) (Abdin
et al., 2024), PMC-LLaMA (13B) (Wu et al.,
2024), LLaMA2 (70B) (Touvron et al.,
2023b), LLaMA3 (70B) (Dubey et al.,
2024), and MEDITRON (70B) (Chen et al.,
2023). PMC-LLaMA is fine-tuned on medical do-
main documents based on LLaMA (Touvron et al.,
2023a), while MEDITRON is continual pre-trained on
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You are a helpful medical 
expert, and your task is to 
answer a multi-choice medical 
question using the relevant 
documents. Please first think 
step-by-step and then choose 
the answer from the provided 
options. 
Your responses will be used for 
research purposes only, so 
please have a definite answer.

Here is the question:
{question}

Here are the potential choices:
A. {option_1}
B. {option_2}
C. {option_3}
D. {option_4}

Answer:

System Prompt

Prompt w/o RAG Prompt w/ RAG

Here are the relevant 
documents:
{context}

Here is the question:
{question}

Here are the relevant 
documents:
{context}

Here are the potential choices:
A. {option_1}
B. {option_2}
C. {option_3}
D. {option_4}

Here are the relevant 
documents:
{context}

Answer:

Pre-
Question

After-
Question

After-
Choice

pre-question
after-question
after-choice

Figure 2: For the templates, Prompt w/o RAG and
Prompt w/ RAG (Pre-Question) are used for RQ1, while
Prompt w/ RAG is used for RQ2. Each prompt begins
with a concatenated of the system prompt. Following
MIRAGE (Xiong et al., 2024), we designed the tem-
plates to enable the calculation of probabilities.

LLaMA2 (Touvron et al., 2023b). For 70B models,
we applied 4-bit quantization, and for PMC-LLaMA,
we used half-precision quantization to compute
probabilities. Detailed model configurations are
described in Appendix A.2.

Documents For the documents in the datastore,
we selected StatPearls2 and Textbooks (Jin et al.,
2021). These sources contain medical domain doc-
uments, and we utilized the dataset published by
Xiong et al. (2024)3. We adopted combinations of
embedding sizes (256 and 512 tokens) and retrieval
configurations (top-1 and top-3 documents). This
setup aims to analyze whether confidence levels
vary depending on the RAG configuration. De-
tailed combinations are provided in Table 2.

Templates In our study, we modified the ap-
proach based on the MIRAGE paper to exclude
Chain of Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022), en-
abling direct computation of the probabilities. For
RQ1, we utilized the templates specified in Fig-
ure 2, employing (Prompt w/o RAG) without RAG
and (Prompt w/ RAG) with Pre-Question for RAG-
based setups. Additionally, in RQ2, to observe
behavioral differences based on the insertion order

2https://www.statpearls.com/
3https://huggingface.co/MedRAG

of documents, we prepared three patterns similar
to (Prompt w/ RAG) in Figure 2. For both RQ1
and RQ2, we concatenated a system prompt to the
beginning of each prompt.

RAG Settings For retriever models, we selected
MedCPT (Jin et al., 2023), Contriever (Izacard
et al., 2021), SPECTER (Cohan et al., 2020), and
BM25 (Robertson et al., 2009; Lù, 2024). To an-
alyze further detailed confidence, we varied the
embedding size (256 and 512) for dense retriever
models and analyzed combinations of top-1 and
top-3 retrieved documents. When creating the in-
dex, the chunk size was set to 1000, and the overlap
to 50. The dense model uses the inner product (IP)
as the distance function, describing the details in
Table 7 on Appendix. We represent the combina-
tions of the number of documents retrieved and the
embedding sizes as T1-256, T1-512, T3-256, and
T3-512, providing details in Table 2.

Evaluation Methods Our study evaluates confi-
dence using ECE and ACE. The lower these values
are, the more reliable the model is.

(1) Expected Calibration Error (ECE) (Naeini
et al., 2015; Guo et al., 2017) measures the gap
between a model’s predicted probabilities and the
actual accuracy. It divides the range of predicted
probabilities into several bins and calculates the
difference between them and the observed accuracy
within each bin as follows:

ECE =

M∑
m=1

|Bm|
n

|acc(Bm)− conf(Bm)| (3)

Here, M denotes the number of bins, Bm repre-
sents the set of samples within bin m, |Bm| is the
number of samples in bin m, and n is the total
number of samples. acc(Bm) refers to the accu-
racy within bin Bm, while conf(Bm) indicates the
predicted confidence. ECE is computed as the
weighted average of the absolute differences be-
tween the accuracy and confidence across bins,
where the weights correspond to the proportion
of samples in each bin.

(2) Adaptive Calibration Error (ACE) (Nixon
et al., 2019) is a metric proposed to address the
shortcomings of ECE, specifically aiming to reduce
the risk of bins with a small number of samples.
ACE performs binning so that the number of sam-
ples in each bin remains constant. This approach
ensures a more stable evaluation of calibration error

4
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Figure 3: The confidence calibration curve, where the
line y = x represents perfect. The x-axis indicates the
predicted probabilities, while the y-axis shows the accu-
racy of predictions within each bin, the size setting to
20. When using LLaMA3.1 on MMLU, the result shows
that applying RAG improves the confidence compared
to w/o RAG.
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Figure 4: The confidence calibration curve using
Phi-3.5 on MMLU, the result shows that applying
RAG improves the confidence compared to w/o RAG.

within each bin:

ACE =
1

KR

K∑
k=1

R∑
r=1

|acc(r, k)− conf(r, k)| (4)

Here, K denotes the number of classes, R repre-
sents the number of bins, acc(r, k) indicates the
accuracy in bin r for class k, and conf(r, k) de-
notes the confidence of predictions in the same bin
and class. In our study, we analyze the model’s
confidence in terms of ECE and ACE; the closer
the values of ECE and ACE are to zero, the more
ideal the output can be taken to be.

5 Results

RQ1 Table 3 shows the results of evaluating
whether the confidence is calibrated through RAG.
We denote the combinations of the number of
retrieval documents (Top-k) and the embedding
sizes (256 or 512 length) as T1-256, T1-512, T3-
256, and T3-512. For ECE, LLaMA3.1 demon-
strates improved confidence on MMLU, while

Accuracy

EC
E

35 40 45 50

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

Perfect

 　: w/o RAG (Base)
　 : top1-256
　 : top1-512
　 : top3-256
　 : top3-512
–   : MedCPT
–  : Contriever
–  : SPECTER
–  : BM25

PubMedQA LLaMA2

Figure 5: The results of LLaMA2 on PubMedQA. The
x-axis represents the accuracy, while the y-axis indicates
the ECE. The line y = −x represents perfect. Ideally,
the baseline, marked as ⋆, appears in the top-left cor-
ner, with configurations incorporating RAG appearing
toward the bottom-right.

Accuracy

EC
E

33.75 34.25 34.75 35.50

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.20

Perfect

 　: w/o RAG (Base)
　 : top1-256
　 : top1-512
　 : top3-256
　 : top3-512
–   : MedCPT
–  : Contriever
–  : SPECTER
–  : BM25

PubMedQA MEDITRON

34.00 34.50 35.00 35.25 35.75

Figure 6: Results of MEDITRON on PubMedQA.

the other models show deterioration. Regard-
ing ACE, Phi-3.5 exhibits slight improvement,
though the effect is minimal. Figures 3 and 4 visu-
alize the confidence calibration curve. On MMLU,
RAG causes LLaMA3.1 to become overconfident,
whereas Phi-3.5 becomes underconfident. These
results show that the same task behaves very differ-
ently depending on the model.

RQ2 Tables 4 and 5 show the impact of chang-
ing the order of inserting retrieval in a template on
confidence behavior. The prompt patterns follow
Figure 2, where Pre-Q, Aft-Q, and Aft-C represent
Pre-Question, After-Question, and After-Choice,
respectively. Ans1 includes only the correct expla-
nation, A1-O2 combines the correct text with two
irrelevant documents, and Oth3 consists entirely of
three irrelevant documents. Contrary to our hypoth-
esis, when documents were deliberately inserted,
not all models exhibited reductions in ECE or ACE.
Furthermore, models that showed increased the ac-
curacy also demonstrated decreases in ECE.
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MMLU

Model Retriever Index
ECE ↓ ACE ↓

None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512 None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG - 0.14 - - - - 0.18 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.11 - 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.12
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

Contriever statpearls - 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 - 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
textbooks - 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.16 - 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17

SPECTER statpearls - 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 - 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17
textbooks - 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 - 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.17

BM25 statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17 - 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG - 0.08 - - - - 0.07 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 - 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12
textbooks - 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 - 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10

Contriever statpearls - 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 - 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
textbooks - 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 - 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12

SPECTER statpearls - 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 - 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
textbooks - 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.12 - 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12

BM25 statpearls - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 - 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.20
textbooks - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG - 0.32 - - - - 0.32 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 - 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.23
textbooks - 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 - 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24

Contriever statpearls - 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.25 - 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
textbooks - 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 - 0.24 0.23 0.24 0.24

SPECTER statpearls - 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 - 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
textbooks - 0.25 0.25 0.26 0.26 - 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.24

BM25 statpearls - 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.25 - 0.23 0.23 0.24 0.24
textbooks - 0.25 0.25 0.34 0.34 - 0.24 0.24 0.34 0.34

MEDITRON

w/o RAG - 0.05 - - - - 0.05 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15

Contriever statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17 - 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.15

SPECTER statpearls - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 - 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.14 0.14 0.16 0.16 - 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.15

BM25 statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG - 0.11 - - - - 0.11 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15 - 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14
textbooks - 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15 - 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14

Contriever statpearls - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 - 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.15

SPECTER statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 - 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12

BM25 statpearls - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 - 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14
textbooks - 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 - 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14

Table 3: The RQ1 results of the confidence w/ and w/o RAG on MMLU. Value indicates cases where the confidence
worsened, whereas Value denotes cases where the confidence improved. T1 and T3 indicate the retrieval of the
Top1 and Top3 documents, respectively. Additionally, 256 and 512 represent the embedding size used during the
index creation phase.
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MedMCQA (Extract)

Model Pattern
Accuracy ↑

None Ans1 A1-O2 Oth3

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG 51.52 - - -

Pre-Q - 86.08 84.95 51.81
Aft-Q - 88.49 85.95 39.39
Aft-C - 87.35 76.11 44.33

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG 38.11 - - -

Pre-Q - 32.73 31.64 26.97
Aft-Q - 32.91 30.01 26.97
Aft-C - 33.45 28.74 28.06

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG 58.98 - - -

Pre-Q - 20.90 20.94 20.94
Aft-Q - 20.90 20.90 20.94
Aft-C - 20.94 20.94 20.94

MEDITRON

w/o RAG 35.52 - - -

Pre-Q - 67.72 54.03 36.04
Aft-Q - 66.68 47.14 31.96
Aft-C - 62.83 34.18 31.91

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG 38.32 - - -

Pre-Q - 72.57 75.34 32.09
Aft-Q - 75.57 69.63 28.11
Aft-C - 67.50 60.74 28.88

Table 4: The results of RQ2 on MedMCQA show the ac-
curacy under different configurations. Values indicate
cases where the accuracy improved compared to w/o
RAG, while values indicate cases where the accuracy
decreased. Values represent the highest accuracy.

6 Analysis & Discussion

6.1 RQ1: Does RAG Affect the confidence
calibration?

The results on MMLU in Table 3 reveals that the
impact of RAG on the confidence calibration varies
across models. For LLaMA3.1, RAG reduces both
ECE and ACE, indicating an improvement in the
confidence calibration. However, the same analysis
on other models under identical settings shows that
ECE deteriorates across the board. This suggests
that RAG requires careful configuration from the
perspective of the confidence calibration. Table 8 in
Appendix details the accuracy results, highlighting
that the optimal configuration for the accuracy of-
ten differs largely from those for ECE and ACE. Re-
sults for other datasets, including MedQA, MedM-
CQA, and PubMedQA, are provided in Tables 9,
10, and 11 of Appendix, respectively. Figures 3
and 4 display the confidence calibration curves,
with the number of bins set to 20. While these
results suggest that RAG appears to calibrate the

confidence, the inference behavior of the models
varies largely, indicating distinct characteristics in-
herent to each LLM. For instance, in our study,
LLaMA3.1 demonstrates underconfidence, whereas
Phi-3.5 exhibits overconfidence.

6.2 RQ1: The Influence about the Detailed
Settings on RAG

We observed that the combination of retriever mod-
els, inference models, and the number of retrieved
documents, also impacts model behavior. Specifi-
cally, while retrieving more documents with RAG
provides access to diverse information, it can lead
to declines in both accuracy and confidence. This
suggests that model is forgetting the more of its
inherent knowledge due by the more retrieval of
documents during RAG. Considering the combina-
tion of the accuracy results detailed in Table 8 of
Appendix, we confirmed a trade-off between the
increase in the accuracy and the reduction in the
confidence errors. For example, while the accu-
racy improved for PMC-LLaMA, its ECE got worse.
LLaMA3.1 achieved a reduction in ECE but at the
cost of decreased the accuracy. These observations
indicate the optimal configuration depends on the
specific case and the aspect prioritized, whether it
be the accuracy or the confidence calibration.

6.3 RQ2: Which Template Performs the best
for Confidence?

The results on how the insertion position of doc-
uments affects confidence suggest placing docu-
ments after the choices (Aft-C) in Table 5 appears
to be the optimal approach for improving confi-
dence. However, from the perspective of the ac-
curacy, this pattern yields the lowest performance
among all patterns, further experiment supporting
a trade-off between the accuracy and confidence.

6.4 RQ2: The Impact of the Document that
has an Answer?

We observed that inserting documents with deliber-
ately included correct answers improved the accu-
racy. This indicates that RAG enhances accuracy as
long as it retrieves at least one document containing
the correct rationale, aligning with the findings of
Leto et al. (2024). On the other hand, when only ir-
relevant documents we described in Section 3 were
included, Table 5 shows a sharp increase in the cali-
bration error for Phi-3.5. In Table 5, Ans1, A1-O2,
and Oth3 represent the following conditions: only
the document explaining the correct answer was
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MedMCQA (Extract)

Model Pattern
ECE ↓ ACE ↓

None Ans1 A1-O2 Oth3 None Ans1 A1-O2 Oth3

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG 0.05 - - - 0.06 - - -

Pre-Q - 0.06 0.07 0.32 - 0.10 0.10 0.34
Aft-Q - 0.04 0.06 0.42 - 0.08 0.09 0.43
Aft-C - 0.04 0.13 0.41 - 0.08 0.16 0.42

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG 0.16 - - - 0.16 - - -

Pre-Q - 0.01 0.01 0.04 - 0.05 0.04 0.04
Aft-Q - 0.01 0.02 0.06 - 0.04 0.03 0.05
Aft-C - 0.02 0.05 0.05 - 0.03 0.04 0.04

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG 0.20 - - - 0.20 - - -

Pre-Q - 0.14 0.14 0.14 - 0.11 0.12 0.12
Aft-Q - 0.14 0.14 0.14 - 0.12 0.12 0.12
Aft-C - 0.14 0.14 0.14 - 0.12 0.12 0.12

MEDITRON

w/o RAG 0.07 - - - 0.06 - - -

Pre-Q - 0.18 0.08 0.09 - 0.18 0.08 0.09
Aft-Q - 0.16 0.09 0.15 - 0.16 0.09 0.15
Aft-C - 0.15 0.07 0.09 - 0.15 0.07 0.09

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG 0.02 - - - 0.02 - - -

Pre-Q - 0.22 0.25 0.08 - 0.22 0.25 0.07
Aft-Q - 0.24 0.21 0.12 - 0.24 0.21 0.11
Aft-C - 0.20 0.17 0.10 - 0.20 0.18 0.10

Table 5: The results of RQ2 on MedMCQA for ECE and ACE. Ans1, A1-O2, and Oth3 indicate inserting only the
explanation related to the answer, combining the explanation with two noisy documents, and inserting three noisy
documents, respectively. Pattern indicates the order of the prompt, as shown in Figure 2 . Values indicate cases
where the ECE/ACE improved compared to w/o RAG, while values indicate cases where the ECE/ACE worsened.

included, one correct document and two irrelevant
documents were included, and only three irrele-
vant documents were included, respectively. This
suggests that models with fewer parameters can be
confused by irrelevant inputs, disrupting their inter-
nal knowledge. Conversely, larger parameter, 70B
models demonstrate the ability to judge whether re-
trieved documents are irrelevant, maintaining their
confidence under such conditions.

7 Conclusion

In our study, we analyzed whether RAG calibrates
the confidence using the probabilities (RQ1), hy-
pothesizing that RAG calibrates the confidence of
the LLMs. We further analyzed the potential oc-
currence of the Lost in the Middle, a phenomenon

where models overlook the information, in RAG
by analyzing how the position of retrieved docu-
ments in the prompt template affects confidence
and accuracy (RQ2). The results of RQ1 revealed
that RAG’s behavior is highly sensitive to the in-
ference model, retriever model, and configuration,
underscoring the need for careful selection of ap-
propriate settings. Moreover, the parameter size of
LLMs affect largely the ECE and ACE. In RQ2,
we observed that the confidence decreased when
the accuracy increased, and confidence increased
when accuracy decreased, confirming a trade-off
relationship. Since the optimal decision varies de-
pending on the situation, these findings highlight
the importance of carefully selecting documents
when implementing RAG.
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8 Limitations

8.1 The Experiments of the Other Domain
Our study prioritizes domains where RAG is ap-
plied, focusing specifically on the medical domain
to analyze confidence. To advance further, it be-
comes necessary to validate RAG in domains such
as finance and analyze its confidence in contexts
requiring highly reliable information.

8.2 Further Analyzing New RAG Architecture
Our study focused exclusively on analyzing the
basic RAG architecture. While the standard RAG
framework directly utilizes retrieved documents
within the LLM, newer RAG architectures incorpo-
rate various control mechanisms. Moving forward,
it is essential to analyze these advanced architec-
tures from the perspective of confidence as well.

9 Ethical Considerations

9.1 The Possibility of Dataset Bias
The datasets and retrieval mechanisms employed in
our study may carry inherent biases, which could
influence the model’s predictions and potentially
affect fairness in decision-making. Recognizing
these biases, we advocate for the use of diverse and
representative datasets to minimize their impact.
Additionally, we uphold transparency by analyzing
the interplay between confidence and accuracy, pro-
viding users with clearer insights into the system’s
limitations and confidence. However, we empha-
size the need for human oversight, as no automated
system can guarantee infallibility.

9.2 AI Assistant Tools
We used ChatGPT 4 and DeepL 5 to translate sen-
tences to English and accelerate our research.
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A Appendix

A.1 Dataset Selection
Since the test set for MedMCQA is not publicly
available, our study used the dev set as the test
set, following the approach adopted in MIRAGE.6.
We used the datasets, especially MedQA7, MedM-
CQA8, PubMedQA9, MMLU10 respectively.

A.2 Detailed Parameters
As for BM25, we utilized BM25s (Lù, 2024). For
the BM25 configuration, the overlap parameter
was set to 50, and chunk_size was configured to
1000 for the experiments. The PMC-LLaMA model
was quantized to half-precision, while the 70B
model was quantized to 4-bit precision for experi-
mentation. The implementation relied on the Trans-
formers library (Wolf et al., 2020) and bitsand-
bytes (Dettmers et al., 2022). Across all exper-
iments, the seed value was fixed at 42, and the
max_length was set to 2048.

Model Params HuggingFace Name

Phi-3.5 3.8B microsoft/Phi-3.5-mini-instruct
PMC-LLaMA 13B axiong/PMC_LLaMA_13B
LLaMA2 70B meta-llama/Llama-2-70b-chat-hf
MEDITRON 70B epfl-llm/meditron-70b
LLaMA3.1 70B meta-llama/Llama-3.1-70B

Contriever 1.1B facebook/contriever
SPECTER 1.1B allenai/specter
MedCPT 1.1B ncbi/MedCPT-Query-Encoder

Table 6: Detailed name of models

A.3 Inference setting
In this study, as far as inference which needs to use
GPUs, all experiments were conducted on a single
NVIDIA RTX A6000 and NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090 GPU.

6https://huggingface.co/datasets/
openlifescienceai/medmcqa

7https://github.com/jind11/MedQA
8https://github.com/MedMCQA/MedMCQA
9https://github.com/pubmedqa/pubmedqa

10https://github.com/hendrycks/test
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Retriever Type Size Metric Domain

BM25 Lexical - BM25 General
Contriever Semantic 1.1B IP General
SPECTER Semantic 1.1B L2 Scientific
MedCPT Semantic 1.1B IP Biomedical

Table 7: Detailed settings for retriever models.

A.4 Confidence Calibration Curve
The following presents additional results for Confi-
dence Calibration. The orange line in the figures
represents the case without RAG (w/o RAG), while
the other lines correspond to the case with RAG.

Figure 7: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with PMC-llama and MMLU.

Figure 8: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA2 and MMLU.

Figure 9: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with MEDITRON and MMLU.
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Figure 10: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with PMC-LLaMA and MedQA.

Figure 11: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA2 and MedQA.

Figure 12: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with MEDITRON and MedQA.

Figure 13: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA3.1 and MedQA.

Figure 14: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with PMC-LLaMA and MedMCQA.

Figure 15: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA2 and MedQA.

Figure 16: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with MEDITRON and MedQA.

Figure 17: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA3.1 and MedQA.
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Figure 18: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with PMC-LLaMA and PubMedQA.

Figure 19: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA2 and PubMedQA.

Figure 20: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with MEDITRON and PubMedQA.

Figure 21: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with LLaMA3.1 and PubMedQA.

Figure 22: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with Phi-3.5 and MMLU.

Figure 23: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with Phi-3.5 and PubMedQA.

Figure 24: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with Phi-3.5 and MedMCQA.

Figure 25: The result of the confidence calibration curve
with Phi-3.5 and MedQA.
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A.5 The Prompts
Below are examples of prompts with and without RAG. When RAG is applied, three patterns-Pre-Question,
After-Question, and After-Choice—are used in our study.

Prompt without RAG

You are a helpful medical expert, and your task is to answer a multi-choice
medical question using the relevant documents. Please first think step-by-step
and then choose the answer from the provided options. Your responses will be
used for research purposes only, so please have a definite answer.

Here is the question:
{question}

Here are the potential choices:
{choice0}
{choice1}
{choice2}
{choice3}

Answer:

Prompt with RAG

Here are the relevant documents: (Pre-Question)
{context}

You are a helpful medical expert, and your task is to answer a multi-choice
medical question using the relevant documents. Please first think step-by-step
and then choose the answer from the provided options. Your responses will be
used for research purposes only, so please have a definite answer.

Here are the relevant documents: (After-Question)
{context}

Here is the question:
{question}

Here are the relevant documents: (After-Choice)
{context}

Here are the potential choices:
{choice0}
{choice1}
{choice2}
{choice3}

Answer:
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MMLU

Model Retriever Index
Accuracy ↑

None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG - 74.56 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 72.64 72.64 72.36 38.48
textbooks - 71.07 71.07 71.17 71.17

Contriever statpearls - 71.72 71.72 71.81 71.81
textbooks - 71.53 71.44 71.90 71.72

SPECTER statpearls - 72.73 72.73 72.45 72.45
textbooks - 72.36 72.45 71.99 71.90

BM25 statpearls - 70.62 70.62 71.26 71.26
textbooks - 70.52 70.52 71.90 71.90

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG - 24.43 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 38.75 38.75 37.28 37.28
textbooks - 36.91 36.91 36.73 36.82

Contriever statpearls - 38.66 38.57 38.20 38.20
textbooks - 36.36 35.72 36.18 35.90

SPECTER statpearls - 38.02 38.02 37.28 37.28
textbooks - 37.83 37.83 34.89 34.99

BM25 statpearls - 33.33 33.33 32.78 32.78
textbooks - 33.15 33.15 32.14 32.14

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG - 72.64 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 33.24 33.15 32.87 32.87
textbooks - 32.87 32.78 32.78 32.69

Contriever statpearls - 32.69 32.60 32.69 32.69
textbooks - 32.23 31.96 32.42 32.78

SPECTER statpearls - 32.97 32.97 32.78 32.78
textbooks - 32.87 32.78 32.87 32.97

BM25 statpearls - 32.42 32.42 32.60 32.60
textbooks - 32.32 32.32 73.09 72.91

MEDITRON

w/o RAG - 42.15 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 30.12 30.12 30.21 30.21
textbooks - 31.22 31.22 30.49 30.49

Contriever statpearls - 30.67 30.67 30.03 30.03
textbooks - 30.58 30.67 29.38 30.39

SPECTER statpearls - 31.04 31.04 31.40 31.40
textbooks - 32.23 32.23 31.68 31.68

BM25 statpearls - 30.58 30.58 30.58 30.58
textbooks - 31.22 31.22 31.77 31.77

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG - 49.95 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 34.25 34.25 34.34 34.34
textbooks - 34.80 34.80 35.45 35.45

Contriever statpearls - 33.70 33.70 33.43 33.43
textbooks - 33.06 33.52 33.24 33.24

SPECTER statpearls - 34.07 34.07 33.15 33.15
textbooks - 34.71 34.80 35.63 35.63

BM25 statpearls - 33.33 33.33 32.78 32.78
textbooks - 35.45 35.45 35.26 35.26

Table 8: The accuracy of results with MMLU.
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MedMCQA

Model Retriever Index
ECE ↓ ACE ↓

None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512 None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG - 0.05 - - - - 0.06 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
textbooks - 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 - 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06

Contriever statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
textbooks - 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 - 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07

SPECTER statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 - 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.08
textbooks - 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 - 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08

BM25 statpearls - 0.07 0.18 0.06 0.18 - 0.07 0.18 0.07 0.18
textbooks - 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.06 - 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.06

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG - 0.16 - - - - 0.16 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 - 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15

Contriever statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.17 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
textbooks - 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.16

SPECTER statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15 - 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

BM25 statpearls - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
textbooks - 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25 - 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG - 0.20 - - - - 0.20 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.29 - 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.29
textbooks - 0.21 0.30 0.21 0.30 - 0.21 0.30 0.21 0.30

Contriever statpearls - 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 - 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21
textbooks - 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.20 - 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.20

SPECTER statpearls - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
textbooks - 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 - 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21

BM25 statpearls - 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.29 - 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
textbooks - 0.30 0.30 0.20 0.20 - 0.30 0.30 0.19 0.19

MEDITRON

w/o RAG - 0.07 - - - - 0.06 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.19 - 0.04 0.18 0.05 0.18
textbooks - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Contriever statpearls - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 - 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03

SPECTER statpearls - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 - 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04

BM25 statpearls - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 - 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.19
textbooks - 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.18 - 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG - 0.02 - - - - 0.02 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.02 0.21 0.20 0.20 - 0.02 0.21 0.19 0.19
textbooks - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Contriever statpearls - 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 - 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02
textbooks - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 - 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02

SPECTER statpearls - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
textbooks - 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 - 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03

BM25 statpearls - 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19 - 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19
textbooks - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19

Table 9: The ECE and ACE of results with MedMCQA.
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PubMedQA

Model Retriever Index
ECE ↓ ACE ↓

None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512 None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG - 0.48 - - - - 0.48 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.29 0.29 0.33 0.33 - 0.29 0.29 0.33 0.33
textbooks - 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.42 - 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.42

Contriever statpearls - 0.48 0.48 0.51 0.51 - 0.47 0.47 0.51 0.51
textbooks - 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.54 - 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.55

SPECTER statpearls - 0.23 0.23 0.25 0.25 - 0.23 0.23 0.25 0.25
textbooks - 0.45 0.45 0.37 0.38 - 0.45 0.45 0.38 0.38

BM25 statpearls - 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.73 - 0.75 0.75 0.73 0.73
textbooks - 0.62 0.62 0.59 0.59 - 0.62 0.62 0.59 0.59

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG - 0.17 - - - - 0.17 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.16 - 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.23 - 0.20 0.20 0.22 0.22

Contriever statpearls - 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 - 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.13
textbooks - 0.19 0.18 0.12 0.13 - 0.18 0.17 0.12 0.13

SPECTER statpearls - 0.07 0.07 0.11 0.11 - 0.07 0.07 0.11 0.11
textbooks - 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.16 - 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.16

BM25 statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.15 0.15 - 0.06 0.06 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.25 0.25 0.19 0.19 - 0.25 0.25 0.19 0.19

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG - 0.02 - - - - 0.06 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
textbooks - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.32 0.32 0.33 0.33

Contriever statpearls - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
textbooks - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34

SPECTER statpearls - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.32
textbooks - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33

BM25 statpearls - 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 - 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
textbooks - 0.31 0.31 0.03 0.03 - 0.33 0.33 0.05 0.05

MEDITRON

w/o RAG - 0.18 - - - - 0.18 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.21 - 0.18 0.18 0.22 0.22
textbooks - 0.17 0.17 0.19 0.19 - 0.16 0.16 0.18 0.18

Contriever statpearls - 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.21 - 0.18 0.18 0.22 0.22
textbooks - 0.16 0.17 0.13 0.13 - 0.16 0.16 0.13 0.13

SPECTER statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.18 0.18 - 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17
textbooks - 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.15 - 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.16

BM25 statpearls - 0.17 0.17 0.21 0.21 - 0.16 0.16 0.20 0.20
textbooks - 0.19 0.19 0.14 0.14 - 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.16

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG - 0.12 - - - - 0.12 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 - 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06
textbooks - 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.08

Contriever statpearls - 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03 - 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05
textbooks - 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.11 - 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.13

SPECTER statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 - 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
textbooks - 0.07 0.08 0.11 0.11 - 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.11

BM25 statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 - 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.08
textbooks - 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07

Table 10: The ECE and ACE of results with PubMedQA.
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MedQA

Model Retriever Index
ECE ↓ ACE ↓

None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512 None T1-256 T1-512 T3-256 T3-512

Phi-3.5

w/o RAG - 0.30 - - - - 0.33 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.06 - 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07
textbooks - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Contriever statpearls - 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 - 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07

SPECTER statpearls - 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

BM25 statpearls - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
textbooks - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 - 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

PMC-LLaMA

w/o RAG - 0.05 - - - - 0.05 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.14
textbooks - 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.14 - 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14

Contriever statpearls - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.16 0.17 0.15 0.15 - 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.15

SPECTER statpearls - 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 - 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15
textbooks - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.15 - 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.15

BM25 statpearls - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
textbooks - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26

LLaMA-3.1

w/o RAG - 0.28 - - - - 0.28 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
textbooks - 0.28 0.28 0.27 0.27 - 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.27

Contriever statpearls - 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.28 - 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.28
textbooks - 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.27 - 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.27

SPECTER statpearls - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 - 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27
textbooks - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 - 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26

BM25 statpearls - 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.30 - 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
textbooks - 0.31 0.31 0.28 0.28 - 0.30 0.30 0.28 0.28

MEDITRON

w/o RAG - 0.06 - - - - 0.08 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 - 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 - 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03

Contriever statpearls - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 - 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 - 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05

SPECTER statpearls - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
textbooks - 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 - 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04

BM25 statpearls - 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
textbooks - 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.18 - 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.17

LLaMA-2

w/o RAG - 0.03 - - - - 0.03 - - - -

MedCPT statpearls - 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 - 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05

Contriever statpearls - 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 - 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05
textbooks - 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 - 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03

SPECTER statpearls - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
textbooks - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 - 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

BM25 statpearls - 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.20 - 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19
textbooks - 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19 - 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19

Table 11: The ECE and ACE of results with MedQA.
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